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Water Strategy

Today
Alssues and Challenges
ADraft Policy Framework

Organization

AWater quality: watershed planning; wastewater planning; streams, rivers,
lakes, and Lake Michigan

AWater supply: sources, quantity & quality, conservation, management

A CMAP



050¢ OL NO

Water Strategy Outline

1. Intro: value and relevance of water resources to the region

2. How water resources have been addressed
ARegulatory context

APrevious regional planning efforts
A Strategic Plan for Water Resource Management (NIPC)
A Water 2050
A GO TO 2040

ACurrent CMAP role arattivities
A Coordinationwith IEPAwatersheds, lakes, WQMP, wastewapganning
A LocalTechnical Assistangeogram
A Other regional scale planning and policitiatives
A ONTO 2050 topicahtegration
AEmergingontexts: Climate change and resilience; IWRM

3. Issues and challenges

4. Policy framework
K CMAP
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Issues and Challenges

Water Quality Water Supply

AManagement and coordination AWater availability and quality
APoint and nonpoint source pollution constraints

Alnfrastructure and facilities AUncoordinated withdrawal

. ~ _management
AWaterways, waterbodies and habitat . :
ALack of coordinated source protection

ADeferred infrastructure maintenance

A CMAP
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Water Quality Issues and Challenges

Managementand coordination
1.

*Water resources are not meeting goals, standards, or designated uses*
Lack of state and regional funding, coordination, and good data
Watershedbased plans are not adequately implemented

Planning and development policies and ordinances are inadequate

The regional governing document (AWQMP) is out of date

Point and nonpoint source pollution
1.
2.
3.

MS4 and nonpoinsourcestandards and progranmese inadequate
Emerging pollutants present new challenges
Nutrients and chlorides are topncerns, and many other impairments exis

A CMAP



() Water Quality Issues and Challenges

Use Attainment Status

EPADesignatedJses

Fully Supporting

Not Supporting (mpaired)

Not Assessed

Totals

Streams

(mi)

(%)

Lakes
(ac)

(%)

Streams

(mi)

(%)

Lakes
(ac)

(%0)

Streams

(mi) (%),

Lakes
(ac)

(%0)

Streams

(mi)

Lakes

Aesthetic Quality

794

42

2,417

10

110

6

17,026

68

979

5,331

21

1,883

Aquatic Life

528

29§

18,636

76

850

47§

747

3

52
418 |

4,800

20

1,796

Indigenous Aquatic
Life

14

16

592

73

84

0

0

86

Fish Consumption

2,528

505

48

Secondary Contact

1,111

0 :

96

Primary Contact
Recreation

22

1

1,111

32

Public and Food
Processing Water
Supplies*

25

100,

2,417

10

0

25

Total Miles/Acres

1,405

15i 26,394

21

2,111

23

29,162

23

5,836

68,932

55

9,352

Top 5 Streammpairment Caused=ecal Coliform: 573mi | Mercury: 385mi | Alteration in streae/littoral vegetative cover: 327mi | Aldrin: 133mi | PCBs: 120m

& SourcesUnknown 408mi | Atmospheri®eposition:331mi | Urban Runoff / Storm Sewers: 230mi | Contaminated Sediments: 25818(0s: 220mi
Top5 Lake Impairment Causes$?hosphorus: 10,603ac | Mercury: 5,988ac | Aquatic Planés ophytes: 4,771ac | PCBs: 4,692ac | Aquatic Algae: 1,915ac
& SourcesUnknown 8,437ad AtmosphericDeposition:5,552ac |Dredging3,763ac | Agriculture: 2,862ac | Crop Producti@99ac

Source: lllinolategrated Water Quality Report and Section 303(dj\adtl: Surface Watéy2016 (lllinois EPA, 2016)
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